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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 7 and 13 have been amended, and claims 14-17 are new. Therefore, claims 1-17 
are pending in the application. 
I. Amendments to the Claims 

A. Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 101 

The Office again rejected claims 7-12 as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
The basis for the rejection was that claim 7 recited "software" per se, and that such claim did not 
indicate the use of hardware on which the software runs to perform the steps recited in the body 
of the claim. The Office further stated that the claims "do not recite a practical application by 
producing a physical transformation or producing a useful, concrete, and tangible results". In 
response, claim 7 has been amended to remove the language regarding how the system is 
"configured", and to replace such language with specific recitations as to how the elements of the 
system store data and communicate with one another. As such, concrete results are recited and a 
practical application is achieved. Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the rejections under 
35 U.S.C. § 101 be withdrawn. 

B. Rejections under 35 U.S.C. ^ 102 

Claims 1-13 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as being anticipated by the article 
co-authored by Monique Calisti (hereinafter "Calisti"). 

1. Calisti publication does not anticipate the present invention. 

The Calisti article fails to anticipate the claimed invention under §102 and would fail to 
establish a prima facie case for obviousness under §103. The applicants reiterate the arguments 
presented in the previous response and incorporate by reference such arguments into this 
response. 
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The Office enumerates the elements of each claim and identifies those portions of the 
CaHsti article that it believes describes such elements. However, various portions of the Calisti 
article which are cited by the Office do not actually describe the claim elements, as demonstrated 
by the following examples. 

With respect to claim 1, "security means" are recited which determines whether 
"authorized users" may modify "said data". In other words, only certain persons who are already 
authorized to access the system are in the group of those who might be "determined" by the 
system and the "security means" to modify data. Thus, the group of "data modifiers" is smaller 
than the larger group of persons "authorized" to access the system at all, and it is the "securify 
means" which makes that determination. The Office points to the Calisti article, page 206, 
paragraph 1, as the source of information that allegedly anticipates this feature. However, all 
that the cited portion does is make a vague reference to "user names, passwords, access rights" 
without any fiirther description of whether a sub-group of "authorized persons" may be 
determined by the "security means" to be data modifiers. This is an extremely important 
distinction, because merely accessing the system of the present invention does not provide one 
with the right to modify critical data on donors and recipients. As the Calisti article describes 
only a proposed system (as opposed to the system actually implemented and in production use by 
the present invention), it is not surprising that such detailed description is lacking. Nevertheless, 
the Calisti fails to disclose this key requirement of the claim. 

Furthermore, claim 1 also recites the requirements of an "import means" for receiving 
donor information fi-om at least one external database and adding said donor information to the 
data. The Office makes reference to Figure 2 of the Calisti article, but that figure is completely 
devoid of any reference to an external database of donor information. The applicant requests that 
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the Office specify that portion of Figure 2 that refers to any external database of donor 
information. Also, the Office indicates that such element of claim 1 is present at pages 205 and 
206 of the Calisti article. However, there is nothing in those sections which describe an external 
database of donor information. The mere reference to a "national coordination center" is 
insufficient to show the presence of a donor database. Moreover, the specific external databases 
recited in claims 2 and 3, namely the donor databases from a motor vehicles registry or from an 
organ donation agency are not mentioned. If the Office persists in its position that such external 
donor databases are described by Calisti, and are imported into the proposed Calisti system, the 
applicants respectfiiUy request that the Office point specifically to those portions of the reference 
which anticipate the claim. In the absence of such specific information, the rejections under 
§102 cannot be supported. Therefore, the applicants maintain that Calisti fails to adequately 
disclose another key requirement of claim 1, as well as claims 2 and 3. For similar reasons as set 
forth above with respect to claims 1-3, the remaining dependent claims 4-6 should also be 
allowable, inasmuch as they further define claim 1 . 

With respect to claims 7 and 13, those claims have also been amended to specify that the 
system may access "external" databases, such as those maintained by organ donor organizations 
and motor vehicle registries. New claims 14-17 have been added to specifically recite those 
external databases which are accessible from the systems defined in claims 7 and 13. As the 
CaUsti article does not describe the manner in which the proposed system might communicate 
with any of such external databases, and particularly donor databases, Calisti cannot support the 
rejections of these claims under §102. 
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II. Conclusion 

For the reasons expressed herein, the applicant respectfully requests that a Notice of 
Allowance be issued in this case. If the Office believes that there remain any impediments to 
such a Notice of Allowance, the undersigned would welcome a telephone call to resolve such 
issues as quickly as possible. 

Respectfiilly submitted: 
ADAMS AND REESE LLP 



AVJD/ 



Warner J. Delaune, Jr., Reg. No. 36,781 

450 Laurel Street, Suite 1900 

Baton Rouge, LA 70801 

Tel: (225) 336-5200 

Fax: (225)336-5118 

Email: wamer.delaune(a),arlaw.com 
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